THE CLOSING OF THE FIRST CIRCLE 


To say that not only in those periods in the history of 
art in which the will-to-art is the will-to-empathy (in 
some periods of empathy the spatial and temporal coordin- 
ates incarnated in works of art are exclusively empirical 
in other periods of empathy the spatial and temporal co- 
ordinates incarnated in works of art are both empirical 
and nonempirical) but also in those periods in the history 
of art in which the will-to-art is the will-to-abstraction 
(in some periods of abstraction the spatial and temporal 
coordinates incarnated in works of art are exclusively non- 
empirical in other periods of abstraction the spatial and 
temporal coordinates incarnated in works of art are both 
empirical and nonempirical) that a potentially aestheti- 
cally-instrumental position for the fulcrum of a psy- 
chical ‘lever-for-creation. announces itself to he who is 
interested in and capable of creating autonomous-aesthetic 
phenomena as the dialectical psychical perspective of the 
potential creator with reference to a potential content 
for art moves away from the threshold of underdistancing 
and toward the threshold of overdistancing means (1) that 
the form and the content of every autonomous- aesthetic 
phenomenon are what they are because of the fact--among 
other reasons--that an aesthetically instrumental position 
for the fulcrum of a given dialectical psychical lever-for- 
creation announced itself to the potential creator of an 
autonomous-aesthetic phenomenon when it did. If for ex- 
ample the position for the fulcrum of that psychical lever- 
for-creation that was utilized by Gluck in creating Alceste 
had not announced itself to the creator of that work when 
it did the form and the content of that autonomous-aes- 
thetic phenomenon would not be what they are certainly not. 
The form and the content of a work of art that was created 
for example by an artist who regarded the story of Alces- 
tis and King Admetus for example--or any potential content 
for art whatsoever--more from a first-person perspective 
than from a third-person perspective for example are to 

be sure different from what the form and the content of 
that work would have been had--all other things being so 
to speak equal--that myth or content been regarded by that 
artist more from a third-person perspective than from a 
first-person perspective for example--all of which does 
not mean (a) that the potential creator of an autonomous- 
aesthetic phenomenon trans-forms every potential content 
for art that he regards simultaneously from a first-person 
perspective and from a third-person perspective--that he 
regards from that dialectical psychical perspective--into an 
autonomous- aesthetic phenomenon certainly not (b) that in 
those instances when the potential creator of an auton- 





